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The Columbia Law Review takes pleasure in welcoming William 
C. Dennis and John M. Woolsey, who come to the law school this 
fall, the former as Adjunct Professor and the latter as Lecturer in 
Equity. Mr. Woolsey was secretary of the first Editorial Board of 
the Review. 

It is with deep regret that we notice the resignations of Harlan F. 
Stone and Thaddeus D. Kenneson, who withdraw to devote their 
time to active practice. Mr. Stone's long connection with the Law 
School, both as student and professor, makes the sense of his loss par- 
ticularly keen. 



NOTES. 



Findings of Jurisdictional Facts by Administrative Officers. — 
The administration by Congress of matters within its exclusive con- 
trol is not, under the Constitution, necessarily cognizable by the 
courts. Murray's Lessees v. Hoboken Co. (1855) 18 How. 272, 284. 
If Congress vests this function in administrative officers, their juris- 
diction is limited only by the authority conferred and, within this 
jurisdiction, they may be made the final judges of the facts on which 
their decisions are based. Busfenning v. By. (1895) 163 U. S. 321 ; 
Gardners. Bonestell (1901) 180 U. S. 362; Public Clearing House Co. 
v. Coyne (1903) 194 U. S. 498; Bates, Guild & Co. v. Payne (1903) 
194 U. S. 106; Bvtifieldv. Slranahan (1903) 192 U. S. 470; Ben- 
son v. McMahon (1887) 127 U. S. 457. The admission or expul- 
sion of aliens is such a matter and comes wholly within the contro 
of Congress. And, therefore, the finding of factson which the de- 
cision of their admissibility is based may be put exclusively in the 
hands of the administrative officers. Nisimura Ekiu v. U. S. (1892) 
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142 U. S. 651 ; Turner v. Williams (1904) 194 U. S. 279 ; Fong Yue 
Ting v. U. S. (1893) 149 U. S. 698 ; Fok Yung Yo v. U. S. (1902) 
185 U. S. 296; Lem Moon Sing v. U. S. (1895) 158 U. S. 538. 
But it is well established that where the facts in question go to the 
jurisdiction of the officers, the finding of facts may be reviewed by 
the courts irrespective of legislative sanction. Morton v. Nebraska 
(1874) 21 Wall. 660; Gonzales v. Williams (1903)192 U. S. 1 ; 
In Re Fassell (1892) 142 U. S. 479 ; School of Magnetic Healing v. 
Mc Annuity (1902) 187 U. S. 94. In the recent case of V. S. v. Ju Toy 
(1905) 25 Sup. Ct. 644, it was held squarely that the decision of the 
Commissioner of Immigration, affirmed by the Secretary of Commerce 
and Labor, that the petitioner was an alien, could not be reviewed by 
the courts on habeas corpus though the petitioner alleged citizen- 
ship by birth, and had exhausted his administrative remedy. The 
statute making the decision of facts by the administrative officers 
final, refers by its words to aliens, 28 U. S. St. at L. 390. In Gon- 
zales v. Williams (supra) the court determined that, a citizen of Porto 
Rico not being an alien within the meaning of the act of 1891, the 
Commissioner of Immigration consequently had no jurisdiction to 
detain and deport her by deciding a mere question of law to the con- 
trary. To support the Ju Toy case on the ground of jurisdiction 
and take it out of the rule of the Gonzales decision, this statute would 
have to be construed in connection with the Exclusion Acts, as giving 
jurisdiction to the administrative officers over any person of Chinese 
race, whether an American citizen or not, coming into the United 
States. This would seem to be a radical departure from the decision 
in V. S. v. Wong Kim Ark (1897) 169 U. S. 649, which held that a 
person of Chinese race, born in the United States, was a citizen under 
the Fourteenth Amendment, and that the Chinese Exclusion Acts did 
not apply to him. A tendency to limit that case, it is true, was 
shown by the Supreme Court in U. S. v. Sing Tuck (1904) 194 U. S. 
16 1, where the writ was denied on the ground that even a citizen 
must first exhaust his administrative remedy. The decision in the 
principal case would thus seem, by extending the jurisdiction of the 
administrative officers to all persons of Chinese race, to have sub- 
jected a certain class of citizens to the control of the administrative 
officers on the presumption that no person of Chinese race is a citizen, 
and to have put this class of citizens in jeopardy of being kept out of 
their country by the summary proceedings of the administrative au- 
thorities. It is suggested that this case goes farther towards empha- 
sizing the development of the administrative arm of the government 
than any other decision that has appeared in recent years. 



What Constitutes a Benefit in the Law of Quasi-Contract. — 
A failure to observe the fundamental distinction between a contract 
and a quasi-contract has frequently led the courts by a too slight re- 
gard for the principles of the latter, to refuse a recovery in a cause 
soundinp therein. This has been particularly obvious in a case where 
the plaintiff has agreed to put fixtures in a house which, before com- 
pletion, burns down. The English courts deny a recovery on these 
facts, saying that if the parties had agreed on payment only after com- 



